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WHY THIS BOOK IS FOUR YE^RS LATE 


Joseph McCabe’s manuscript, “Rome Irreconcilable with Democ¬ 
racy,” mailed on April 9, 1942, was delivered February 9, 1946. His Ms. 
was held by the British censor almost four years. This piece of Goeb- 
belism couldn’t have had anything to do with the war, because the 
Ms. deals with the claims of American Catholic writers on questions 
dealing with the policies of the Church, and related subjects. This 
book was held by the censor almost a year after the war in Europe 
ended. The meaning is clear—the Black International, through its 
widespread controls, is able to reach into countries that pride them¬ 
selves on their respect for a free press and make a mockery of this 
great institution of freedom. 

Because this censorship has withheld McCabe’s written opinions for 
almost four years I am taking steps to let the public enjoy wider facilities 
for the dissemination of his criticisms. First, I am printing this book in 
The American Freeman, in rather lengthy installments. Freeman read¬ 
ers are told’the facts, are being invited to read McCabe’s book and then 
form their own conclusions regarding the reasons for the British cen¬ 
sor’s amazingly Hitleristic behavior. Second, the booklet sells at 25c per 
single copy, but an extra effort is being made to gain extra circulation 
for it by offering a quantity price of only 10c per copy, in lots of 10 or 
more, prepaid. Readers who feel outraged by the unfair treatment 
accorded McCabe’s Ms. are given an opportunity to circulate this work 
far and wide, at $1 for 10 copies, $2.50 for 25 copies, $10 for 100 copies, 
and so on. I hope to see this special offer taken up by thousands of 
readers who don’t want to see the Black International suppress legiti¬ 
mate criticisms. 
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Chapter I 

AMAZING CLAIMS FOR THE CHURCH 

* 


Sir Bertram Windle, whom British if not American Catholics would 
select as their brightest scientific ornament in this country, though you 
have probably never heard of him—his knighthood was one of the con¬ 
cessions of the British government to the Church of Rome—once wrote 
(International University Magazine, vol. 1, No. 1): 

I km sure that I do not exaggerate when I say that there are philosophical 
errors in at least 50 percent of scientific manuals which might and would 
have been avoided if their authors had ever taken the trouble to get a real 
grip on logic, not to say of other branches of philosophy. 

He meant, of course, as he makes clear, Catholic logic and philoso¬ 
phy. I have often commented on the Catholic lack of a sense of humor 
when they make claims for their Church. Here is the rector of a Cath¬ 
olic university, a man who at least knows much about the history of 
science and is therefore aware that his Church cannot honestly claim 
one of a thousand distinguished men of science of the last hundred 
years and is poorer than ever in men of science now that they are a 
world-wide army, telling the world that Catholic training in thinking 
makes better scientific workers! x • 

Some may attribute to the same lack .of humor in apologists the 
extravagant or quite obviously false claims_for the Churoh which we 
saw in my books. Others will prefer an uglier explanation. Re¬ 
member that in these books I am not quoting common preachers or 
fluttering literary nuns as representatives of the Church. Except on 
matters of church politics I rarely quote even bishops since they are not, 
, as a rule, intellectually impressive. I quote Popes, the more learned 
cardinals, and the trained apologists and more accepted writers. And 
we found these men, who profess to have mastered the economic con¬ 
troversies and literature of our age, quoting the history of social condi¬ 
tions as it was written a century ago, representing to their Catholic 
public that Popes are profound thinkers when they serve up lukewarm 
social-moral platitudes of the last generation, suppressing material 
facts, and making claims for their Church which are glaringly opposed 
to the state of Catholic countries today. 

This suspicion that Catholic apologists, encouraged by the fact 
that their followers are forbidden to read their critics, are more con¬ 
cerned about effect than truth—that in plain English they lie in a good 
cause—is confirmed when we turn from economic to political matters. 
Less than 20 years ago there were two outstanding questions in this 
controversy about the Church of Rome. The pragmatic American mind 
was not much interested hi Immaculate Conceptions and Papal In¬ 
fallibilities which were never exercised. It wanted to know where the 
Church which claimed to be the supreme oracle of truth and justice 
stood in the world-struggle of the workers to reach a higher level 
and whether it is true that its principles and institutions are inconsistent 
with those of the American people and are falsely represented here 
so as to dupe Americans. We saw the reply on the first point. The 
only facts we sifted out of the mounds of rhetorical chaff were a Papal 
encyclical in which history was crudely manipulated and a few platitudes 
of the more advanced Liberals were given as daring innovations, the 
suppression of the fact that even these were quietly withdrawn, and a 
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desperate attempt to conceal the blessing of the Fascist economic regime 
by the present and the late Pope. 

On the face of it the plight of the Catholic apologists is no better 
when we turn to what is broadly called the question of freedom and 
democracy. The world-situation that confronts us today is in this re¬ 
spect quite clear. The Papacy has been in alliance for the last ten 
years with the three sworn enemies of democratic ideals: the only 
powers that effectively resist them are non-Catholic and of these the 
greatest, Russia, has been fiercely denounced by the Papacy for ten 
years while the one with the most influential Catholic element, America, 
was held back above all by its Catholics until it was directly attacked: 
and four-fifths at least of the Catholics of the world are, with the Pope’s 
blessing, under a Fascist regime. No one can seriously question those 
truths, but I have in any case proved them by a mass of statistics and 
quotations from Catholic or impartial sources. And' therefore the fact 
which is the theme of the present book seems equally indisputable: 
the account of Catholic principles which apologists have given America 
for the last 40 years is mendacious 

Although one may not have had the tremendous advantage of a 
training in Catholic logic and philosophy—I have but you have not— 
let us be clear what we mean. It is true that “freedom” and “democracy” 
are very often just words. We need not quarrel about that because they 
are words that do carry a sound meaning and have in practice a great 
power of inspiration. But most of us know exactly what we mean. By 
“freedom” we mean that we will tolerate no restriction of our right to 
think and discuss, our choice of books, entertainments, and forms of 
art, our whole activity in a word, except the extremely limited and rarely 
called-for interference of the community as a whole with socially mor¬ 
bid or injurious activities. By “democracy” we mean that we will no 
longer tolerate the old practice of a man “ruling” or “governing” us or 
making laws for us, but will elect and retain control of administrative 
bodies who will speak and act only in the name of the community. 
And as regard religion we apply these principles by saying that the 
state shall be purely secular and detached from the interests of any 
religious institution, and that there shall be complete freedom for 
men of any religion or none. 

In an earlier book of this series I explained the law, the principles, 
and the structure of the Church of Rome, and it is as far removed 
from modern ideals as Fascism is from Socialism. We are not here 
going to examine that so much or to consider the insistence of every 
single American apologist for the last half-century that there is no 
inconsistency whatever: an assurance which the press and most writers 
and politicians have found it expedient to accept in spite of a most 
obvious and most violent clash. 

The first document to which these apologists appeal is the encyclical 
Immortale Dei (1885) of Pope Leo XIII. You will ask at once, in view of 
our discussion of his ‘great” encyclical on the workers, whether he or 
any of those convenient Congregations and anonymous organs of the 
Vatican ever retracted the teaching of this encyclical. No, no. Leo 
probably forgot all about it long before he died. We shall see that it 
completely failed to attain its purpose, and the Pope passed on to other 
matters. His ghost—if there is such a thing—must be rubbing its eyes 
over the enormous American Catholic literature which to this day 
praises it as the final word of wisdom on political ethics and a grand 
disproof of the claim that there is anything un-American in Popery. 

In that case, you will ask, how is it that all Catholic states have 
become Fascist or emphatically anti-Democratic? In every case the 
rulers—Petain, Mussolini, Franco, Salazar, Vargas, etc.—are unconstitu¬ 
tional and dictatorial yet are warm friends and docile pupils of the 
Vatican; and they all claim that they are following the direction of 
Pope Pius XI in the encyclical Quadragesimo anno. So they are. But 
in that encyclical, as I explained, the Pope does not discuss the political 
form of the state. He is just helping the workers—putting them under 
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the tyranny of the Corporative State—and does not say a word about 
democracy. So the American Ryans and Williams’s, can continue to 
quote Leo XIII and leave you to work out for yourself, knowing that good 
* Catholics will not attempt such a thing, why Belgium, France, Italy, 
Slovakia, Croatia, Spain, Portugal, Brazil, etc., have gone Fascist with 
the warm blessing of the Vatican. 

Look at the date of Leo’s encyclical, 1885. You might suggest that, 
since the issue of democracy or authoritarianism has been one of the 
great questions of the last 20 years it was time for another of these 
luminous encyclicals. The apologist will doubtless say that as soon as 
the Papacy noticed that the world was tormented by this political 
controversy it unfolded its gentle and serene wisdom and settled the 
question for all time. That is characteristic Catholic history. The fact 
is that, as we shall see, the Popes had fought democracy ever since the 
11th Century—had fought it with all the vile weapons of a Fascist 
from the French Revolution to 1870—and the encyclical of 1885 meant, 
like that of 1891, that democracy had won, for the time, and the Pope 
was, as usual, climbing on the band-wagon. 

As a matter of fact this “to-the-whole- world” encyclical was just a 
message to the French in the hope of saving the French Church, which 
was rapidly crumbling. When the French were defeated by the Prussians 
in 1870-1871 they set up the Third Republic. But the Revolution had 
been accompanied by a revolt of the Communards (not Communists, as 
is often said), and the skeptical middle-class had, as usual, rallied to 
the Church. For five years France was very Catholic. But, while the 
extremist threat died away, the Vatican stupidly refused to recognize 
the Republic and supported royalist plots, so the comfortable bour¬ 
geois re-examined the evidence for God and the Pope and rejected it. 
In the early eighties the great majority of the French were again free¬ 
thinkers and their statesmen began to secularize the country. The 
Vatican was alarmed, and this wonderful encyclical is just an assurance 
to the French that it will no longer oppose their choice of a political 
form provided they do .not touch the power, of the Church. 

The American translation gives it the title “On the Christian Con¬ 
stitution of States.” That is a trick. The Vatican does not give titles to 
these encyclicals, but if it had done so in this case it would certainly 
have been “On the Catholic Constitution of States.” It does not tell 
the French that they are free to choose their political form provided 
that it has a religious basis—which would be a sufficiently impudent 
challenge to the modern world and especially to America (which Rome 
then despised)—but that it must be Catholic. Let me, as before, make 
an analysis of the letter. 

It begins, like that on the workers, with a Version of history that 
ought to be confined to a village-school in Italy or Spain:' 

Wherever the Church has set, her foot she has straightway changed the 
face o^, things and has attempered the moral tone of the people with a new 
civilization and with virtues before unknown. All nations which have yielded 
to her sway have become eminent for their culture, their sense of justice, and 
the glory of their high deeds. 

How educated Catholics can read this sort of historical rubbish 
without a shudder—the priestly translator has even touched it up and 
made it worse from the historical angle—I cannot understand. It is 
exactly as if Goebbels said: “Wherever Nazism has set her foot, etc.” 
However, we come at last to the political ethic. People may choose the 
form of state. The Church would not dream of dictating it. (Incident¬ 
ally, it had been dictating to France for 14 years, and it now imposes 
Fascism on France and all Catholic countries.) But the form chosen 
must include religion. 

The American translator here feels that the Pope is either ignorant 
of or condemns the American Constitution, and he proceeds with the 
deftness of a photographer retouching the negative of a lady who is 
no beauty. When the Pope says that “it is a crime for states to act as 
If there were no God” he softens it to “it is a public crime to act as if 
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there were no God.” When the Pope says that “they [States] are 
bound absolutely to worship God in that way which he has shown to 
be his will”—the Roman way—“they” is changed to “we.” The whole 
passage is discreetly toned down so that Dr. Ryan and the commentators 
can claim that there is here no inconsistency whatever with the Ameri¬ 
can Constitution and practice. The Pope demands that the state shall 
make “a public profession of religion.” Of course it does) Ryan says. 
It appoints chaplains, its statesmen openly profess religion and listen 
reverently to religious advice, and so on. Yes, but what the Pope very 
obviously means is that the Catholic Church is to be established by law: 
it is to be protected “by the authority and command of the laws,” 
which the translator softens to “with the credit and sanction of the 
laws.” Well, that refers to Catholic countries says Ryan. It does far 
more. It denounces the separation of Church and State as evil in itself 
and ruinous to the State at all times. 

The Pope goes on to prove at length that the Roman Church alone 
is from God, which he shows by the musty old argument about proph¬ 
ecies, miracles, and martyrs—as if he were addressing a junior class in 
a seminary—and then we get some more luminous history. The “rage 
for innovation” at the Reformation led to the “unbridled license” of 
the last (18th) century, when men had the effrontery to claim that, 
since they are born equal, they are “equal in the control of their life” 
and may “think on any subject as they choose.” In a state based upon 
these principles “government is nothing more than the will of the peo¬ 
ple”: a claim that is “well calculated to flatter and to inflame many 
passions.” 

A large part of the encyclical is devoted to this theme. In such 
states “the authority of God is passed over in silence ... as if there 
could be a government of which the whole origin and power and author¬ 
ity did not reside in God himself.” Such a state refuses to acknowledge 
that it has to make “a public profession of religion” or to “show a 
special favor to any form of religion” or to “inquire which of the very 
many religions is the only true one.” It “grants equal rights to every 
creed” and leaves each man “free to follow whatever religion he prefers 
or none” and to “publish what he thinks.” All this puts the Church of 
Rome in a most unjust position, because it denies the . claim of that 
Church to be the only “perfect society” and puts it on a common level 
with other Churches. And to make the medievalism of his position quite 
clear this “modern” Pope goes on to cite the authority of the most foully 
medieval Pope of modern times Gregory XVI (1832) and of the Syllabus 
of Condemned Propositions of Pius IX which most Catholic apologists 
would like to see buried forever, though Dr. Ryan thinks the condemna¬ 
tion “justified and reasonable.” 

I imagine that the first comment of every American who reads this 
stuff for the first time will be: This is, surely, a vitriolic attack on the 
American Constitution and its authors. By a curious coincidence America 
was just preparing to celebrate the centenary of the launching of the Con¬ 
stitution, and many might imagine that this was Rome’s contribution to 
the public interest in it. But, though the Vatican had not yet at that 
time (1885) discovered gold in the New World, you may dismiss that 
idea. I should doubt if anybody at the Vatican knew anything about 
the American Constitution and its centenary. What the Pope has in 
mind is the Constitution of the first French Republic, the growing 
secularization of the Constitution of the Third Republic, and Liberal 
demands in Italy, Spain, and Portugal for similar secular Constitutions. 

At least, you will insist, this is in principle a gross condemnation of 
what proudly calls itself “the government of the people, by the people, 
for the people” and is equally proud that it severed itself from all re¬ 
ligious entanglements and left the citizen, in the Pope’s scornful words, 
“free to follow whatever religion he prefers or none.” Surely if the 
American apologists declined to translate, as they were supposed to do, 
the encyclical of 1931, they must be very silent about this egregious 
blunder of 1885. Not a bit of it. As late as 1922 Ryan and the leading 
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American apologists published a new translation of it and a volume 
(The State and the Church ) of commentaries extolling it as the last 
word in political wisdom; and to this day you will find the Immortale 
Dei put forward in Catholic American literature as, the Charter of the 
People’s Rights just as the Quadragesima anno is the Charter of the 
Worker’s Rights. 

We shall see in the fourth chapter how Ryan and his Jesuit asso¬ 
ciates try to fool the American public about the Pope's meaning, but 
let us here take the main point. The Pope says (to the French) that 
he does not—after 15 years refusal—dispute their right to dethrone an 
Emperor—it was in any case the royal ,not the imperial house that 
Rome had always supported—and choose a new form of government, 
provided they keep the Church established. Ryan arbitrarily says that 
this is a hit merely at governments that are, so very unlike the American, 
antagonistic to religion, so the grand message of the encyclical is the 
assurance of the greatest moral oracle on-earth that the people may 
choose their own form of government and may depose a ruler on 
fitting grounds. Doesn’t that bring the Vatican magnificently 1 into line 
with the American spirit? The apologist is careful not to add that, in¬ 
stead of this being a sublime innovation in political ethics, it was only 
Popes and Catholic theologians (and the Anglicans who followed them) 
who had ever questioned this right of the people! 

We shall see that it is only by Jesuitical tampering with the text 
that the apologist brings Leo XIII into line with Jefferson on this point, 
but let me f irsff show how it led to an extraordinary development of 
Catholic apologetics in America. I have on various occasions in these 
books referred in passing to their contention that the work of the 
American revolutionaries was not, merely in harmony with Catholic 
teaching but was actually inspired by it. The basis of it all was the ethl^v 
cal-political teaching of Thomas Aquinas and The'Jesuits Bellarmine and] 
Suarez. Most American writers seem to be baffled by the sheer audacity] 
of thqt claim, and the reader will welcome a short examination of w 

It is a platitude of history that two great powefs, the state (em¬ 
peror or king) and the Church, ruled Europe in the Middle Ages. Both, 
were described in theology as “perfect societies,” and each was all- 
powerful in its own sphere. Recent historians omit to say that theolo¬ 
gians recognized the state to be a “perfect society” only in so far as 
its authority was acknowledged to be derived from God, and that the 
Church was incomparably the greatest power since it could dictate to 
the state and could not be dictated to by the state. I will show later 
that it was a commonplace of Papal letters that of the two powers 
the Church might be likened to the sun and the state to the moon, 
that if the Church was charged by God to control man’s more im¬ 
portant affairs it could certainly interfere in the less important, and 
that it was for the Church alone to decide when it had the right to 
interfere. 

We say “Church and State,” but in the Middle Ages men thought in 
terms of Church and Empire, and the Papacy maintained that it had 
created the Empire by crQwning Charlemagne,, withput even consulting 
him, in St. Peter’s. When, however, Europe began to recover some cul¬ 
ture and wealth, the Emperor and the lesser monarchs bitterly resented 
the interferences of the Church, and there was a feud of Popes and Em- 
erors which lasted 400 years and cost millions of lives. In this strug¬ 
gle, which was at its bitterest in Italy in the 13th Century, the question 
of the basis or source of secular authority became of the greatest im¬ 
portance, especially as the Popes claimed and exercised the right to 
depose monarchs, and in some countries (Poland, etc.) the morfarch 
was still elected.. The upshot* was inevitable. Secular power, theolo¬ 
gians said, came from God, indirectly, except when the Pope created 
a monarch, and was very inferior to ecclesiastical. It was a neat and 
convenient solution. When the English barons rose against King John 
and forced him to sign the Magna Charta the ruling Pope. Innocent III 
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—the greatest and most casuistic of all the Popes—condemned their 
“nefarious presumption” and described the document as “inspired by 
the devil.” But when German Emperors or Spanish Kings troubled the 
Church the Pope could depose them and leave the nobles to choose 
another in the name of the people. 

Apart from this struggle an acute quarrel over the democratic 
principle itself had been conducted in Italy, and especially Rome, from 
the 12th Century to the 14th as I will tell presently. For the moment 
it is enough that the teaching career of the monk Thomas Aquinas of the 
13th Century falls in the period of the fiercest struggle of the Imperial¬ 
ists and the Papalists, when all theologians wanted to belittle the sec¬ 
ular power. But this is not yet half the story. It would be nearer to the 
truth to say that Aquinas instead of being “the founder of political 
science” or the discoverer of the true principles of political ethics, never 
taught anything about the subject! He merely introduced to contem¬ 
poraries what Aristotle had said 1,500 years earlier. . 

No one disputes the- indebtedness of Aquinas to Aristotle; and 
Koplowitz has recently shown how he borrowed from the .Arab Jew 
Maimonides and Boetiusu (t/ber die, Abhangigkeit Thomas von Aquinas 

Boetius und RabbiMose von Maimon, 1935). At first Aquinas used 
bad translations, but the Greek text of Aristotle’s work on Politics was 
discovered and translated, and the chief political work of Aquinas is a 
line-by-line commentary on this with the incongruous addition of ex¬ 
amples from the Old Testament and wisdom from the letters of Popes. 
Some of the weightiest authorities say that Aquinas sfdded nothing to 
Aristotle’s ideas—on the question of the source of authority in the 
people he certainly did not—and did not even personally endorse those 
ideas. “The monk had taken a vow of poverty,” says one French 
writer on Aquinas, “and he seems also to have vowed poverty in in¬ 
vention.” The Belgian Catholic lawyer E. Crahay, whose book (La 
politique de St. Thomas d’Aquin, 1896) was published by the strictly 
Catholic University of Louvain, is candid on this point, and he shows 
that the monk’s own ideas on political matters were very reactionary. 
He considered slavery was in accordance with the divine will, that the 
Jews had no rights and might be despoiled of their property, and so on. 
In different works, Crahay says, he gave such different views on the 
source of authority that we are not justified in saying, “without grave 
reserve” that he traced it to the people. 

The apologists further appeal to the work On the Rule of Princes of 
Aquinas. Not only did Aquinas not write the whole of this—and we do 
not know how much of it he wrote—but it is just a book of counsels 
to so simple-minded a Catholic prince that even princelings would 
turn up their noses at it today. The Jesuits now call it one of the 
sources of American inspiration. Listen, The copy I have before me, 
with Latin text and Spanish translation (1861), was published by a 
(fanatical Spanish Catholic editor who explains in his introduction that 
I it is a deadly reply to “those great devils of our time in their many 
/ personifications, heretical, socialist, political, and democratic ." In other 
/ words, the book which the Jesuits of Spain flung at the democrats and 
^Liberals as a complete refutation of their ideas is now represented by 
, apologists in America, who never translate it—I wonder if they read it— 
as the very fount of liberal and democratic ideas 

Their procedure is still more unscrupulous when they quote the 
Jesuits Bellarmine and Suarez without a word of historical explana¬ 
tion. It suited the Church in. the Middle Ages to have monarchical 
authority put on a much lower level as regards its origin than Papal 
authority. But after the Reformation, when Bellarmine and Suarez 
lived, half the monarchs of Europe were Protestants, and, while these 
monarchs naturally clung to the Church-inspired theory of the divine 
right of Kings—it (“D.G.”) is on British coins today—the Church held 
that their people might and ought to rebel against them. No wonder 
Bellarmine and Suarez insisted that the power really resided in the 
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people They were fighting James I who infuriated Rome by demanding 
an oath of loyalty to himself from English Catholics. They had in 
every other political and social respect the full reaction and fanaticism 
of the Middle Ages. 

Further, to suggest that the ideas of the Fathers of the American 
Revolution, Deist like Jefferson, Adams, Franklin, and Washington, 
owed anything to Catholic medieval theology is a quite odoriferous 
historical absurdity. They notoriously got their ideas from English 
(especially Locke) and French skeptical writers. Is it necessary to recall 
that the English cut off the head of a king more than a century 
before the French did and the Americans would have liked to have done? 
From that time onward the source of authority in the people was ac¬ 
cepted in England. The extraordinary extent to which this claim that 
Aquinas, Bellarmine, and Suarez anticipated modern ideas and helped 
to inspire America with them has spread through Catholic apologetic 
works in America in recent years is one of the grossest frauds of the 
Church. 
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Chapter II 


THE GENUINE CATHOLIC POSITION. 


Before I begin to quote this mendacious literature let us be clear 
about the genuine teaching and historical record of the Church. If an 
American impatiently remarks that he is not interested in the divine 
right of kings and does not care whether the Church ever taught it Or 
not, let him reflect that it applies to the head of a state whether he 
wears a golden crown or no. In point of fact Rome always settled this 
question by the use of its familiar rule: Heads I win, tails you lose. 

If people rebelled against a head of the state who was in good odor at 
Rome they sinned against God, the indirect source of his authority: 
but if the ruler had defied the Pope rebellion was commendable. 

Even Suarez, the most emphatic theological champion of the theory 
that the power came from the people, never meant anything like what 
America means or what Aristotle meant. The Greek thinker had the 
same straightforward idea as we have today. Men find it expedient 
to have a single head of the administrative body of the state whether they 
choose to make him a king or a mere president, or in a few cases they 
may choose a group (aristocracy or bureaucracy.) The sort of impersonal 
God in which Aristotle believed had nothing to do with the matter or 
any human affairs. People chose for practical reasons to entrust to 
one human authority of which the sole basis or origin was the cortimon 
welfares as interpreted by the community itself. This theory was, in 
the interest of religion, perverted by the Schoolmen into a theory that 
the authority came from God through the people not from the will Of 
the people. 

And that is Catholic doctrine today and the real basis of the “divine 
right of kings.” Even in the encyclical of 1931 the Pope speaks of secu¬ 
lar authority as “established by God,” and Leo XIII says the same. 
Ryan bluffs as usual and represents it as just a manner of speaking.— 
Is not God the author of nature and man and therefore of all that they 
do? But in the same volume of comments on the encyclical (The State 
and the Church) Cardinal Billot spoils this bluff. He shows that in 
the encyclical Diuturnum Illud Leo insists that the people are the source 
of power only in the sense that they name the man to whom it will pass 
(from God). The Pope’s words are: 

By this selection indeed the sovereign is designated but the rights of 
v sovereignty are not conferred. 

In a later chapter the Jesuit Macksey, professor of ethics and natural 
right at the Gregorian (Papal) University at Rome, agrees with Billot 
that this is the teaching of “all Catholic theologians,” Macksey admits 
that their theory was shaped—he does not say that this was done by -a 
perversion of the commonsense theory of Aristotle—by the struggle 
first with the Empire and then with Protestant monarchies. The theory 
they thus worked out in the interest of the Church was, he says, that 
“civil sovereignty was through the natural law directly received from 
Almighty God by the people and thence entrusted to the rulers of the 
state by constitutional consent.” He violently attacks Rousseau’s theory 
that it is all just a “social contract.” That, you see, would remove the 
whole ground of the Papal claim that civil authority, having come from 
God, commits a “crime” if it ignores God “by a separation of Church 
and State.” Apply that to America. 
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At the risk of boring some of my readers I have, for the satisfaction 
of those who find the claims of the American apologists quite unintel¬ 
ligible, gone to the root of the matter. Catholic political ethics, as pre¬ 
sented by medieval or modern theologians, is totally different from the 
principle of a modern democracy. Aquinas taught nothing on the sub¬ 
ject. Bellarmine and Suarez perverted a theory of Aristotle in order to 
fight Protestant kings in the interest of the Church. To say that 
American democratic ideals issued in any degree from that source is 
preposterous. The line of development was through the English civil 
war and John Locke and his successors. They worked back to the 
commonsense theory of Aristotle that the people are in the full and 
complete sense of the word the source of authority. 

We can now consider without distraction the question whether 
Roman teaching on the relations of Church and State is consistent 
with democratic ideals and institutions. This teaching must not be 
sought primarily in Papal encyclicals, since these letters “to the whole 
world” must soften and adapt Catholic claims in face of a hostile 
scrutiny. It Was only when the greater part of the world had turned 
Fascist that the Pope dared to recommend the Fascist State in the en¬ 
cyclical of 1931., The genuine teaching is in that fact of the Canon 
Law which is never translated from the Latin into modern languages 
and is not included in the education of ordinary priests. It is, in fact, 
not codified. 

In an earlier book (No. 1 of tHe First Series) I explained how the 
Church or Canon Law is diyided into two parts: the Public Law, which 
is kept more or less secret, and the Private Law, which is freely made 
public. I described the galling tyranny of the latter which is a code of 
laws for the laity and the lower clergy within the Church-itself, and 
showed how the former, which prescribes the relation of the Church 
to outside bodies, is even more arrogant. In these booklets I try to avoid 
repetitions, except that at times it seems advisable to save the reader* 
the trouble of turning back to an earlier number for some fact or date. 
But if any other sort of repetition is detected I pray the reader to ap¬ 
preciate the conditions under which I write. Research has to be made in 
a National Library which has been in part shattered by bombs and is 
still, in spite of loyal service, patched up and in confusion. The manu¬ 
scripts, sometimes written to the music of sirens or guns, must creep 
round the globe and pass several censors on the way to Kansas, and it 
is months later when the printed book comes to me (perhaps) across the 
deadly Atlantic and I see what I have written. So don’t shoot the man, 
at the piano: he is doing his best. 

However, there are two points of this Canon Law to which I must 
here return. In the third book, when we found bishops instructing 
priests in America to include in their statistics men who say that they 
are no longer Catholics, we raised the question: What is a Catholic? 
We found apologists answering that a Catholic is every man who is 
baptized and married in, and at dying receives the ministrations of, 
the Church. As the last qualification comes a little too late it is com¬ 
mon to claim as Catholics those who were baptized and married in 
church. Others say that these, if they meantime never go to church and 
disown its creed, are “subjects” but not “members” of the Church. I am 
a Catholic, though not, I regret to say, an exemplary son of the Church. 
Hitler, Goebbels, and Mussolini are fellow-Catholics, but not as bad as 
I am. ' 

For in Canon Law there is no ground for the trickery of the apolo¬ 
gists. You can’t “leave the Church.” You may gasp, but the,proof is 
easy if you have had a salutary training in Catholic logic, r Baptism 
.makes an “indelible mark” on the soul, so what you ignorantly call an 
eX-Catholic—Stalin, for instance—is a Catholic. That is why Leo XIII 
speaks with such scorn, as we saw, about this new fangled idea that a 
man may choose to belong to “any Church or none.” And you may be 
further surprised to learn that this is not restricted to Roman Catholic 
baptism: Theologians all admit that Protestant baptism is a valid 
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Christian baptism if the proper conditions are fulfilled—if, for instance, 
the magic water is not permitted to run off the hair without touching 
the skin—and even the Protestant then becomes a legitimate subject 
of the Pope! 

A Catholic may hold that all this is beautifully harmonious with 
American ideals, but if you tell him that the Canon Law goes on to say, 
repeatedly and emphatically, that when any of these duly baptized 
folk say that they have grown out of this web of priest-made puerilities, 
the Church has “the right and the duty” to put them to death, he 
hesitates. Even the ordinary priest, who has not been initiated into 
these sublime truths of Canon Law, prefers the more humane course 
of saying that I am a liar. But I have given the exact words of Canon 
Law, with exact references to the most approved manuals, in half a 
dozen books. You may find it convenient if I repeat the translation of 
one out of several passages in the most authoritative manual now in 
use. Prof. Fr. Marianus de Luca’s Institutiones (I, 143): 

The death-sentence is a necessary and efficacious means for the Church 
to attain its end when rebels against it and distarbers of the unity of the 
Church, especially obstinate heretics and heresiarchs, cannot be restrained 
by any other penalty. . . . When the perversity of one or several is calculated 
to bring about the ruin of many of its children, the Church is bound effectively 
to remove it, in such wise that if there be no other remedy for saving Us 
people it can and must put these wicked men to death. 

That was written and published h* Rome with the Pope’s express ap¬ 
proval in the present century, not the Middle Ages. I wish I had room 
for quotations from official Catholic literature because they so plain¬ 
ly show that chaste and inexorable Catholic logic which Sir Bertram 
Windle desiderates in our scientific literature. 

But the chief purpose of Public Church Law is to define the rela¬ 
tions of the Church and the State. Each is said to be a “perfect society” 
—no, do not ask me to go into that rubbish—but as the state gets its 
authority only indirectly from God and the Church directly, and as, 
of course, the material human interests for which the state cares are 
immeasurably less important than those entrusted to the Church, the 
state is on a very much lower level than the Church. Pardon the stuffi¬ 
ness of my language but it is necessary to know that that is the funda¬ 
mental principle from which all the rest is deduced. It follows at once 
that the Church must be established and protected by law. Separation 
of Church and State is in principle a revolting heresy in Canon Law— 
s we found Leo XIII calling it “a crime”—and this is well-known to the 
reverend and right reverend gentlemen who supported A1 Smith’s 
declaration that as a matter of principle not expediency he believed in 
the separation of Church and State. But we will come to that later. 

This protection of the Church or of the spiritual interests which 
it so devotedly promotes—see my statistics of Crime and Illiteracy in 
earlier numbers—further requires that no other religion shall be pro¬ 
tected. . . . Why, you exclaim, not only A1 Smith but every cardinal, 
archbishop, bishop, priest, and two-cents-a-line journalists in the States 
has told us that Rome now believes in complete liberty for all sects. 
Not quite, but we must defer that question to a later chapter if we are 
to get the full flavors of American Catholic literature. I am here stat¬ 
ing the law of the Church. It sublimely ignores the existence of other 
Churches. It allows “false religions” like Judaism, Mohammedanism, 
and Buddhism to hold meetings in dark corners, like brothels, where 
there is no danger of them contaminating the minds of good Catholics, 
but the idea that all religions do good and should be free and equal is 
worse than the legendary Bolshevik community of wives. The logic 
again is Einsteinean in its perfection. To allow non-Catholic services 
except in secrecy or to allow “propaganda of false doctrines among 
Catholics” would be “harmful to the citizens and contrary to public 
welfare.” That is not the voice of Suarez but of Dr. J. A. Ryan, the su¬ 
preme Catholic authority on these matters in America. “The Catholic 
Church,” says Belloc (The Contrast, p. 160> “is in its root principle at 
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issue with the civic definition both of freedom and of authority.” For 
once in my life I agree with him but would substitute “American” 
for “civic.” 

The state has complete jurisdiction in such minor matters as secur¬ 
ing the prosperity and orderliness of the people and defending them 
from aggressors. The Church is supreme in spiritual matters. But it is 
not so simple. Marriage is a sacrament, says the Church, so it belongs 
to my sphere; and these civil marriages and remarriages-(after divorce) 
which modern states recognize are just forms of adultery. Education 
may be paid for and up to a point conducted by the state but only if it 
is thoroughly Catholic and under the higher control of the Church. 
Again, the clergy are citizens it is true, but it is monstrous of the state 
to drag them to its courts (even for rape or murder), tax them, sum¬ 
mon them for military service, and so on. In short, the care of morals 
is the concern of the Church, so it must control the publication of books, 
the holding of meetings and debates, the character of entertainments, 
etc. And in any case of difference of opinion as to whether a bit of life 
is to be controlled by state pr Church, the Church alone decides. Canon 
Law is inexorable on that. You may think that the humble state is at 
all events free to control the workers and such things as imports and 
exports; but the Church can insist that the workers have time to go to 
mass on its holy days and dictate the form of their unions; and when 
Bibles were smuggled into Italy and Spain in the last century and Rust- 
sian literature into South America from 1920 to 1930 the Church took 
a very close interest in the custom-houses. 

x I have explained that all this can be read only in Latin. This does 
not mean that I am quoting from medieval-modern authorities like 
Aquinas (who advised princesses to pick the pockets of Jews), Bellar- 
mine (who compelled Galileo to quit saying that the earth moves round 
the sun), and Suarez (who thought that the burning of heretics was a 
measure of public sanitation). It is all in works published by the Vatican 
itself in the present century, such as Marihnus de Luca’s Institution's 
Juris Ecclesiastic'i Publici and Cardinal Lepicier’s De Stabilitate et 
Progressu Dogmatis —both professors of Canon Law in Papal Colleges 
at Rome. There are more recent manuals by Italians which are not 
accessible to me, but Baron Porcelli, the Italian Protestant writer, as¬ 
sured me that they fully agree with the preceding. 

Catholic apologists excel themselves in evading this charge that the 
official law of their Church today gives the lie to half their accounts of 
its teaching. As the books are not purchasable or available in public 
libraries in America and Britain, and could be read by very few people 
if they were available, they suggest,'-with their usual courtesy to op¬ 
ponents, that I have given a fraudulent translation. One correspondent 
begged me to publish photostats of the Latin pages, but they would still 
dispute the genuineness of the photographs or the translation. All this 
is as puerile as it is dishonest, for the reader can consult two docu¬ 
ments, in English, which are available in any good library in America. 

The first is an appendix (IV) to Marshall’s Roman Church in the 
Modern State (1928) a work to which the legal precision and modera¬ 
tion of tone of the author, a New York lawyer, lend great value. The 
document is the translation of a public letter of the late Pope to Car¬ 
dinal Gasparri, as a very serious statement in the form of a letter, that 
was published in the Papal newspaper, the Osservatore Romano (May 
30, 1929). I have elsewhere told the circumstances. When in that year 
the Pope sold the liberties of Italy to the brutal Dictator for $95,000,000 
and immense advantages to the clergy, Mussolini had to defend himself 
before his followers by protesting that he had made no concessions to 
the Church and using language about it which the Pope called “hereti¬ 
cal, and worse than heretical.” So in a fit of temper the Pope and 
Gasparri, his Secretary of State, told with brutal frankness what the 
law of the Church really is and how Mussolini had put Italy under its 
yoke. 
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I translated, from the Osservatore itself, the important passages of 
the letter in No. I of the Appeal to Reason Library (p. 47). Our great 
British Newspaper Library, one of the richest in the world, is now, alas, 
a bed of ashes, but in any case I will take the passages from the trans¬ 
lation which Marshall reproduces, because it was made, for Current 
History (August 29, 1929), by one of the leading officials of the National 
Catholic Welfare Council. You will not have much difficulty in decid¬ 
ing for yourself, whether American apologists, who avoid it as the devil 
avoids holy water, are acquainted with that letter. 

The relevant part is a plain statement of Canon Law just as I have 
described it. By the Concordat he has signed Mussolini, the Pope points 
out, has established the Catholic Church, and it alone, as the religion 
of Italy. He goes on to say that Mussolini speaks of other Churches as 
“tolerated, permitted, or admitted.” He is very contemptuous of these 
uncanonical expressions, but (as America and Britain were closely 
watching Protestant interests) he lets them pass, “provided it be clear¬ 
ly understood that the Catholic religion, and it alone, in accordance 
with the Statute and the Treaty, is tl)e religion of the State, with all • 
the consequences, logical and juridical, deriving from such a situation 
under constitutional law, especially with regard to propaganda.” This 
means the suppression pf all criticism of the Church or of all forms of 
freethought and of freemasonry. It means that rival Churches shall' 
not merely be forbidden to put their case before the public but, as we 
shall find Dr. Ryan interpreting it, that they shall hold services, if they 
are allowed to hold any, in such secrecy that Catholics shall not know 
of them. We shall further see from experiences in Spain and Portugal 
that this means that Protestant churches will be closed and active 
ministers arrested. So spoke the Pope, authoritatively stating the Canon 
Law, a few months after A1 Smith had, with the connivance of the clergy, 
assured America that the Roman Church does not suppress religious 
liberty. . 

' That is the first "juridical consequence.” The next is the suppres¬ 
sion of liberty. Mussolini had boasted that he had not sacrificed the 
freedom of thought and discussion* which Italy had won in a century 
of bloody struggle and heavy sacrifice. The Pope retorts that the Ital¬ 
ian state has, in accepting the Church and its law, promised to suppress 
“absolute liberty of discussion, including such discussions as might 
easily mislead the good faith of the less enlightened and readily de¬ 
generate into disguised propaganda.” “In a Catholic state,” he further 
says, “liberty of conscience and liberty of discussion are to be under¬ 
stood and practiced in accordance with Catholic doctrine and Catholic 
law,” and “in matters of conscience the Church, and the Church alone, 
has a competent authority.” How very modern and American! The 
only discussion in question is the frank discussion of religion, and the; 
Pope insists that Canon Law forbids it. The chief liberty at issue is V 
man’s freedom to follow his convictions on religious questions, and the 
Pope, like Leo XIII, scorns it. We return later to this point. 

" w The third important consequence is in regard to education. “Logic 
farther requires it to be recognized,” he says, “that the full and perfect 
mission [right in the original] to teach does not belong to the state 
but to the Church, and that the state may not prevent nor interfere with 
her* in the exercise and fulfilment of that mission, not even to the ex¬ 
tent of restricting the teaching of the Church exclusively to the teach¬ 
ing of religious truths.” The state, in other words, is to pay for educa¬ 
tion and the Church to dominate it. History must he taught on the 
atrociously untruthful lines of “Catholic history.” The school is to be 
a second church in which, as I described in the second book, the chil¬ 
dren shall stew all day in a “Catholic atmosphere.” 

So it goes on. Mussolini has said that the state has “conferred” 
juridical personality on bodies of priests, monks and nuns. Nonsense, 
says the Pope. The state has “recognized “that they have that juridical 
personality with all its rights and immunities. Mussolini has assured 
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his followers that no one will be obliged to marry in Church. Rubbish, 
says the Pope. A state that has established the Catholic Church and its 
laws is bound to insist on marriage by a priest. 

I have not found in any single work of any American apologist who 
professes to tell America what Catholic law and'teaching are or any 
reference at all to that important letter: certainly the most important 
Papal pronouncement in this century. It has to be concealed even from 
American Catholics as carefully as the Fascist encyclical Quadragesimo 
Anno. In fact, in the letter itself the Pope accepts the description of 
Italy as a "Fascist State” as well as a "Catholic State,” and says that 
these are "two great expressions.” But there is another authoritative 
statement in English of the Canon Law on the relations of Church and 
state, and this is generally available. 

Catholics have seen to it that all public reference libraries have 
their great Catholic Encyclopedia. It is sodden with untruth, and it gen¬ 
erally cooks Catholic doctrine to suit the delicate American palate, 
' but the editors incautiously entrusted the article “State and Church” 
to the Jesuit Macksey who was professor of the subject at the Papal 
University at Rome and therefore, they might have known, painfully 
apt to tejl the truth about Church Law. When you let the rhetorical 
gas out of the inflated pages you find Canon Law stated exactly as I 
gave it in the above sketch. 

The Church is a perfect society and so far above the state that in 
a conflict about jurisdiction the Church decides. This is obvious, he 
says, because “God cannot contradict himself.” The Church has juris¬ 
diction over all who have “validly received the sacrament of baptism.” 
(Note that carefully: it does not necessarily mean Catholic baptism). 
The baptism makes an “indelible mark” so no one who has received it 
even in infancy can throw off the Pope’s jurisdiction. The Church 
graciously refrains from claiming authority over the unbaptized but it 
has a right to preach the gospel to them (and they no right to retaliate). 
The state is bound to establish the Church, to “respect its juridical 
rights,” to “protect it in the exercise of its functions,” to “promote its 
spiritual interests,” to “render public divine worship in accordance with 
its guidance.” The state, on the other hand, has rlo rights against the 
Church. 

The Jesuit then approaches the question whether, as American 
apologists uniformly represent, this is the law only in certain countries. 
He admits—if one can call it an admission and not a truism—that the 
Church can exercise these powers only when the citizens as a body are 
“subjects of the Church.” When the state is Catholic it “would be 
- criminal” if it did not establish the Church, and if the citizens as a 
body are non-Catholic Christians “the Papacy has jurisdiction over them 
per se but not per arcidens. ,> The meaning of that piece of dog Latin 
is that the Church really has authority over them (as they are baptized) 
but they might put their fingers to their noses if it told them so. They 
are “practically” outside its jurisdiction. Since ihe great majority in 
America are baptized persons (Catholic or Protestant) and the Church 
absolutely ignores professions to have quit it, this applies to America. 
BUt we will in the fourth chapter dissipate the smoke-screen that apol¬ 
ogists create round that point. . 

These are authoritative expositions of Public Church Law by* Roman 
experts. The two Latin works I quoted are the actual lectures given in 
the international Papal University, and they are never translated into 
English. Such works as one finds in English (Taunton, S. B. Smith, etc.) 
are mostly concerned about the Private Law or are very prudent and 
discriminating versions of the least offensive part of the Public Law. 
I find in American literature references to an English manual of Canon 
Law by the Briitsh Jesuit T. Slater. No such work was published in 
England, but Slater wrote a treatise in Latin for English priests—note 
the usual care to keep it from the laity—and I suppose somebody has 
given America a free rendering of this small work. The copy in the 
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British National Library is one of the tens of thousands of victims of 
the Blitz so I cannot give an analysis of it, but Slater was an adept 
at tempering Roman winds to the shorn lamb. 

It does not matter. All authoritative expositions of Public Church 
Law agree. The Church is a perfect society and therefore has at its 
disposal every means of curbing rebellion that any society has. The 
Church is immeasurably above the state and can dictate to it on any 
subject which it chooses to regard as affecting religion or morals. All 
people who have at any time—in the overwhelming majority of cases 
this means in infancy—been validly baptized remain subjects of the 
Church until they die. Macksey quotes even the Jesuit Slater saying: 
“Heretics and schismatics who are validly baptized are per se subject 
to the Catholic Church”; and per se does not mean in medieval theory 
but by the very fact of baptism and in every age. No other religious 
body in the world ever taught so monstrous a violation of freedom of 
conscience. And from these principles, on which all canonists agree, 
all the “logical and juridical consequences” to which the Pope refers 
at once follow. «. t 
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Chapter III 

THE CHURCH’S VILE HISTORICAL RECORD 


There are times when some ot these solemn declarations of Popes to 
the Catholic world, if not to the entire world—statements repeated with 
deep respect in the press and received by Catholics on their knees in rapt 
admiration—give me much the same feeling of nausea as when I read 
radio-talks by Goebbels or the assurances of Japanese “gentlemen.” 
Such a passage was’that of Leo XIII which I quoted, claiming that the 
earth had grown fragrant with culture and virtue whenever the influ¬ 
ence of the Church had released its finer activities. An historian whom 
Catholics are fond of quoting, Lord Macaulay, truly said that “the 
loveliest and most fertile provinces of Europe have under her rule been 
sunk in poverty, in political servitude, and in intellectual torpor” and 
“to stunt the growth of the human mind has ever been her chief object” 
(History of England, I, 47). Does anyone need to be reminded how Eu¬ 
rope passed from a high stage of civilization to the worst Dark Age in 
history when it fell under the Popes or what happened,to Italy, ^pain, 
Portugal, Poland, and Ireland when the Church concentrated its in¬ 
fluence on them after the Reformation? 

Not less glaring is the contrast between Papal claims and the his¬ 
torical truth when democracy and freedom are in question; and when 
American apologists assert, as they now commonly do, that these mod¬ 
ern ideals actually came from the Church, the statement would seem 
to be too absurd and audacious to be called an untruth yet millions of 
Catholics have been persuaded to accept it, and, as far as I can dis¬ 
cover, no professor of history or sociology in America has protested 
against their gross miseducation of the public. A century and a half 
ago the great economist Adam Smith said in his famous Wealth of 
Nations : “The Church of Rome is the most formidable combination that 
ever was formed against the authority and security of civil government 
as well as against the liberty, reason, and happiness of mankind.” Few 
surveyed the world of the time with so penetrating a vision as Adam 
Smith, and what he saw was that, while men were beginning to assert 
their rights in countries where the power of the Papacy was broken 
(America, England, Germany), or challenged and defied (France), the 
Church shut out these sentiments from its Catholic lands as if they were 
poison. 

When the ideals seemed at length to have won a definite triumph 
apologists began to advance this amazing claim that they had been 
inspired by the Church and almost before the claim has become a settled 
'‘part of Catholic literature the world breaks again into a Catholic half 
in which democracy and freedom are derided and a non-Catholic half 
which sheds its blood for them. American apologists still boast how 
the Church inspired the ideals while writers and newspapers in Catholic 
Fascist lands assail them every week as morbid fruits of the devil- 
inspired Reformation; and that is the real meaning of the deliberately 
vague language of Papal encyclicals. 

If you compare it in different countries Catholic literature is today 
chaotic on this subject. In ten countries—and they flatter themselves 
that they are following the Pope’s lead—it pours scorn on democracy, 
especially on what it calls the plutodemocracy of America, and sum- 
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mons the world back to the Middle Ages, while in America Catholics are 
assured that the founders of American democracy—“the purest and 
brightest on earth,” said Bishop Ireland—had found their principles 
precisely in the Middle Ages; and sometimes the very men who,’ like 
Dr. Ryan, say this explains a few pages later that medieval political con¬ 
ditions, which they feel called upon to explain away, were “a passing 
and transitory phenomenon” which the Church has no desire whatever 
to restore! The basic contentions of these apologists are so false to the 
facts that they cannot even be consistent. 

It is not necessary here to run over once more the long record of the 
Church in order to see that that record puts this theory of the American 
apologists in a ridiculous light. As regards the first stage of Catholic 
domination, the Dark Age (say 450 to 1,000) everybody knows the facts. 
The last traces of the freedom and democracy which the Greeks and 
Romans had won were swept away and feudal monarchs reigned every¬ 
where with ruthless despotism over a world of slaves. 

In the second phase (1100-1550) there was such a mingling of good 
and evil elements—of noble art and ignoble character—that the Catholic 
writers finds it easier to deceive; and the most flagrant deception of all , • 
is that the Schoolmen discovered the right of democracy. In the first 
place, Aquinas no more discovered the principles of political ethics than 
Roger Bacon discovered any principle of science. We saw that. But 
the historical facts are still more deadly. Aquinas wrote in the socond 
half of the 13th Century. Now 80 years before he was born Rome had 
witnessed not merely a claim of democracy but actually a battle of the 
people and the Pope’s soldiers. The citizens of Rome had declared this 
city and its territory a republic, and Pope Lucius II had led his troops. 
against them and been slain in the battle (1145). That fight of Popes 
and Roman democrats had continued until the end of the century when 
the strong Pope Innocent III had mercilessly crushed the democrats, , 
but the ideal survived and seemed to be on the road to triumph in the 
days of Cola di Rienzi (about 1350). In a word, the Popes had fought 
the Roman people’s demand of the right of self-government for two 
centuries; and Aquinas, whose commentary on Aristotle had no more 
to do with the rise of a democratic party, in Italy than it had with 
medieval art, would have been one of the most eloquent in denouncing 
the Roman democrats if they had been active in his time. The Church, 
at all events, was bitterly opposed to democracy all through the Scholas¬ 
tic period. . 

The truth about the third stage, from the Reformation to the French 
Revolution, I have already stated. Because historians commonly say that 
kings became more despotic than ever in the 16th Century the apologists 
persuade their victims that the Reformation was responsible: that Bel- 
lar mine and Suarez and the great Jesuits made a spirited stand for the 
democratic ideal: and that it was through the American colonists study¬ 
ing their works that the age of democracy at last opened. 

This is such a fantastic version of history that some will think 
it incredible that any writer could advance it, but I will give quotations 
in the next chapter. What historians mean when they speak of a growth 
of royal power in the 16th Century is that the monarchs broke the power 
of the “nobles,” a blackguardly lot who, for all their opposition to the 
kings in the Middle Ages, had despised, robbed, and foully treated the' 
people. War and luxury had weakened them and the invention of 
artillery had robbed their strong castles of their impregnability. They 
were drawn to court and enriched, and the new nobility, crazy for gold, 
laid heavier burdens than ever on the people. However the main point 
is this: the extension of the royal power over the nobles made not an 
atom of difference in their despotic rule of the people, Who were po¬ 
litically neither better nor worse off. 

At least—and here is the crushing reply to all this nonsense about 
Bellarmine and Suarez—not in Catholic lands. Most people know, 
broadly, what happened. In Protestant England the democratic theofy, 
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that the people were the source of power, spread so rapidly (taking its 
rise in the revival of Greek and Roman literature) that the people 
deposed and executed a king and twice afterwards before the American 
Revolution selected their own monarch. The Protestant provinces of 
Germany might have seen a corresponding development but they were 
exhausted by the Thirty Years’ War. France, as soon as it became 
saturated with skepticism in its middle class and not before, followed 
England, which Voltaire had held up as a model. But the really Catholic 
lands, the only countries where the works of Bellarmine and Suarez had 
authority, remained under the most rigorous royal despotism and loath¬ 
ed the idea of democracy. 

Historians count the beginning of Modem Times in the 16th Cen¬ 
tury. Many of us see no sense in that division and would prefer to count 
from the American and the French Revolutions, the ideals of which 
Ilamed for a time right across Europe from Portugal to Russia. We are, 
as I said, still politically, in the age that then opened: the Era of the 
Great Struggle for Liberty and Democracy. What has been the record 
of the Roman Church during these 150 years of heroic fighting? 

Surely I need only put the question. I read, just as I am writing this, 
that Americans have in the great majority stated in various inquiries 
into public opinion that when this war is over they are going to have 
an important voice in the settlement of Europe. I suggest to my Ameri¬ 
can friends that they should watch that sentiment, admirable as it is 
in itself, closely. That small part of Europe which directs the large 
part—the press, the churches, the statesmen, the essayists and literary 
oracles—^cannot be too heavily blamed for the drift into the world-war. 
But was'there not the same wilful blindness to the dangers, the same 
praise of Mussolini and Hitler because they promised to destroy Social¬ 
ism, the same michievous misrepresentation of Russia, in America as 
in Europe? And is there not ground for suspicion that the Europeans 
who most urgently invite the cooperation of America and the Americans 
who chiefly advocate acceptance are not moved by a sheer love of free¬ 
dom and democracy and a desire to protect them in the future^ There 
are a great many people who look with apprehension to the post-war 
settlement: chiefly the Church of Rome, the royalists of various coun¬ 
tries, and the haters of Russia. 

You will at all events pardon me if I say to Americans: Before you 
start to put Europe in order, and every good man hopes that you will 
cooperate in doing this, be sure you Understand it. Only a very sound 
historical instruction will enable Americans, who have had uninter¬ 
rupted democracy and freedom for a century and a half, to understand J 
that Europe is still fighting the war that opened at Paris in 1789; and. 
this sound historical instruction is just what Americans do not getJtThe ■> 
treatment of the period in British manuals, especially school-manuals, 
of history, has been bad enough since Catholic influence crept into the. ;; 
educational world. It is far worse in America. \ 

Readers of my books know the truth so well that I will not repeat 
it here. The first point I want to make clear is that the hundreds of 
thousands of unarmed Europeans who lost their lives, and the millions 
who suffered foul treatment, in the mighty struggle against Church 
®and state from 1790 to about 1860 demanded much less than did the 
American revolutionaries. 

Here Catholic writers again lie. They convey the impression that the 
rebels were all, or generally, Reds of the type of Marat or Robespierre. 

On the contrary the 200,000 men, women, and children who were done 
to death in Italy and the 100,000 in Spain and Portugal included few 
republicans or freethinkers. Some of the leaders were Deists but the 
millions who followed their lead were, overwhelmingly (before 1860) 
Catholics and royalists. They merely demanded that the king should 
govern constitutionally and the Church should suppress such medieval 
weapons as the Inquisition. We know, this quite well because we have 
in all histories of the time statements of their aims and'of what they 
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did whenever they carried a successful revolution, as they repeatedly 
did. It was the truculent stubbornness and treachery of monarchs and 
Popes that gradually persuaded folk to move on in the latter part of the 
century to republicanism and freethought. In the kingdoms of Naples, 
Spain, and Portugal they had during that period a series of utterly 
corrupt kings and queens—devils in comparison with Charles I or 
Louis XVIII—but they never killed one, though they often won power 
from them. They fought for the most reasonable measure, you might 
justly say the minimum, of freedom and democracy; and the Popes in 
their own kingdom treated them as brutally as all the Catholic kings 
did, and nobody discovered that Bellarmine and Suarez, who were ven¬ 
erated in the seminaries, had laid it down that the people could rebel 
against unjust or cruel monarchs. 

Later the world learned why: that you must depose kings only when 
they displease the Church. When the French in 1871 for the third timq 
deposed their monarch, the most sagacious of modern Popes, the en¬ 
thusiast for Aquinas and the great oracle of political ethics, Leo XIII. 
took 15 years to realize that they had the right to do it; and it took a 
rapid collapse of his Church in France to jog his memory. Until that 
date, 1885, the Papacy had clung to the sentiment of Pius VI who, 
scorning the French Declaration of the Rights of Man, laid it down that 
the power of a king “does not come from a social contact but from 
God” and that “the general compact of a society has to obey its kings.” 
America fn those days scorned the Pope and defended the French 
revolutionaries. The new America, the America with a strongly organized 
Catholic Church, forgot all this ancient history and found a touch of 
moral genius in the encyclical of Leo XIII. But when the Portuguese 
expelled their worthless Catholic king in 1909, and the Spaniards kick¬ 
ed out their still more worthless Alfonso in 1931, it appeared that kings 
still derived their power from God and the Pope. 

I need not recall the last phase, in which we see the culmination 
of the effrontery and unscrupulous opportunism of Catholic American 
apologists and the Papacy. The shadow of dictatorship spread over the 
earth. The Pope’s coarse and brutal ally Mussolini jeered publicly at 
“the rotting corpse of liberty” and said that all the monkey-glands in 
the world would not put new life into democracy and liberalism. The 
apologists began to trim. They went into contortions to prove, in face of 
easily accessible statistics, that the Italian people had chosen Mussolini, 
the Germans Hitler, the Portuguese Salazar, the Spaniards Franco. 
Meantime tiie Fascist chorus, the blasphemous jubilation over the death 
of democracy, spread from one Catholic country to another, and we 
now have the theologians and the Black International of four-fifths 
of the Catholic world sulphurously denouncing what American apologists 
have for quarter of a century imposed upon the public as the supreme 
wisdom which the Church’s theologians discovered centuries ago and 
Popes formulated for all time. 
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Chapter IV 

TELL IT TO AMERICA 


American correspondents have written me that educated Catholic 
neighbors whom they have approached have confessed that when they 
asked the priest’s permission to read books of mine, which in Canon Law 
and Moral Theology they are bound to do, the refusal has been ex¬ 
cused on the ground that my writings on the Church are, whatever my 
other writings may be, just screeds of violent and untruthful abuse. 
That is how they protect the lies of their apologists. Of the 200 or so 
books that I have written about 40 “criticize the Roman Church. Those 
works contain very little rhetoric or literary stuff, on which I do not 
waste my time, but are packed with statements of fact and exact 
references to the highest authorities, contemporary and modern, in 
five or six languages. 

In this mood I have now shown the genuine position of the Church 
of Rome in relation to our ideal of democracy and freedom. That the 
Church itself is autocratic in structure will not, perhaps, trouble a 
' Catholic, but what we are concerned with here is its relation to the state. 

I have shown on the highest and most -recent authority of Po^es and 
canonists what it conceives that relation to be and we will put irtn a 
series of propositions with an accompanying statment of the American 
position; 

1. According to the Church, which in this still follows its medieval 
theologians, political power comes from God, not in the sense that 
he created the men who establish it in a democracy, but in the sense 
that they merely nominate their ruler and the power he exercises is 
not that of the collective will. Under the American Constitution and in 
the mind of all Americans the President’s authority, expressing a “gov¬ 
ernment by the people,” is due entirely to a social contract. 

2. The Church declares that it follows at once that a state which 

does not establish and protect religion by law is guilty of a crime. The 
American Constitution and people stand for the separation, on principle 
and for all time, of Church and state. 1 

3. Church Law and the Popes unanimously declare that the Church 

is so far superior to the state that in any question of difference of 
opinion about power the Church alone must decide. The American 
Constitution never contemplated, and the American people would never 
tolerate, such sheer dictation. . \ 

4. The Church, according even to present-day canonists, claims the 

right to persecute and even execute on religious grounds. Nothing could / 
be more repugnant to the American Constitution and spirit. * / 

5. The Church demands the absolute suppression of rival propa-V 

ganda, discussion, or criticism, and in theory permits the exercise of y 
rival cults only under conditions'which make it impossible. This, again/ 
is the exact opposite of American principles. i 

6. The Church in virtue of its first principle denies the validity\ 
of civil marriage and divorce. The American state emphatically resents/ 
that tyranny. 

7. The Church demands that it shall have control of educatioh-^ 
and is not content with permission to include religious lessons in schools, / 
and it sternly forbids parents to send children to purely secular schools / 
The American spirit is exactly the opposite. 
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/ 8. The Church claims the right to compel the state to forbid pub¬ 

lication of books or ttoe holding of meetings, to expel apostates from 
Nthe public service, etc. That is equally opposed to American ideals. 

As the teachings of Popes, canonists^ and theologians on these prin¬ 
ciples is unanimous, readers who are unfamiliar with Catholic litera-- 
ture would ask me first whether it is really true that American apologists 
declare the teaching of their Church to be entirely consistent with 
American institutions. I have already quoted several of them claim¬ 
ing not only that there is no inconsistency but that Afnerican ideals of 
freedom, toleration, and democracy were actually learned from the 
Church. Some of them carry this paradox to quite fantastic lengths. 
There is a Father Si J. McNamara (American Democracy and Catholic 
Doctrine ) who says: 

It was not until the descendants of the Reformers divorced themselves 
from the doctrines of their founders and wedded themselves to the ancient 
Catholic political principles that they were able to give birth to modern de¬ 
mocracy as we know it. 


But that gem is outshone by this effort of Fr. J. A. Hyland (Rome and 
. the White House ): . 

In -its framework the Constitution of the United States is modeled on 
* that of the Constitution of the Dominican and Jesuit Orders. 

All this because the Jesuits of the 17th Century, wishing to promote 
Gunpowder plots in England, discovered that Aquinas had said that 
Aristotle had said that the people nominated the ruler of the state. If 
you want a few more laughs over this sort of thing see the works'by 
Boyd Barrett. He quotes Cardinal Hayes saying to a Catholic crowd at 
Detroit in October 1927: “The principles, almost the very language, of 
the Declaration of Independenpe were written by the Venerable Bellar- 
mine,” and Michael Williams boasting that “American Catholics give 
their full and undivided allegiance [to the Constitution], not in spite of 
belonging to the Catholic Church but largely because they are Catholics.” 

That preposterous claim—utterly preposterous to any man who 
has re^ad the bitterly anti-clerical correspondence of Adams and Jeffer- 
soruand the books of which they speak with appreciation—that the Cath¬ 
olic Church inspired American ideals (why not also Cromwell’s Common¬ 
wealth and the Roman Republic of 1848?) through the works of Bellar- 
mine and Suarez, has become part of American Catholic literature. 
How any man with any pretension to culture can believe it, if any such 
man does, passes understanding. But let us keep to less eccentric 
claims. A notable • instance will still be in the mind of every reader: 
the public profession which A1 Smith made, in a letter to the Atlantic 
Monthly, Mfy, 1927, when he sought election. The most important 
passage of it is: 


I believe in absolute freedom of conscience for all men and in equality 
for all churches, all sects, and all beliefs before the law and as a matter of 
right not as a matter of favor. ... I believe in the right of every parent to 
choose whether his child shall be educated in the public school or in a re¬ 
ligious school. / 


The important words here are “absolute” (which is several times re¬ 
peated) and “as a matter of right.” A High School girl would know 
that a Catholic believes in religious freedom at present, when Catholics 
are only one-tenth of the community. The only serious question was 
what would be the position of Catholics if ever America became a 
Catholic state: and Catholic papers were saying openly that they ex¬ 
pected this result in a few years if Smith became President. The words 
to which I have drawn attention declare to America that Smith’s belief 
in religious liberty is not relative to any circumstances but a matter of 
principle. 

America, astonished, listened day by day for the repudiation of this 
by the Catholic hierarchy or Rome, but, Marshall says, both were dis¬ 
creetly silent until Smith-was safely nominated. Several cardinals and 
bishops then supported him. I have quoted Cardinal Hayes. A priest 
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wrote in the Herald-Tribune (January 14, 1923) that every Catholic be- ^ 
lieved on principle in the separation of Church and State. But Amer¬ 
ica rightly distrusted the Jesuitry and turned down Smith heavily; and/ 
then, as Marshall puts it, “the sinister silence of Rome was broken.”/ 
The Pope’s letter to Gasparri, which I quoted, gave the lie to every word! 
that Smith had said. It has since been stated that the letter was written \ 
for Smith by the clergy, and this seemed to many, who knew Smith, to j 
throw light on the style of the letter. 

Another well-known and important declaration is an address" 

* (Catholicism and Americanism) which Bishop Ireland made to a vast 
Catholic audience in Milwaukee in 1913; and it is reproduced as an 
authoritative statement in the chief work on the subject, Dr. Ryan and 
Fr. Millar’s State and Church (1922, pp. 282-98). It is all lies, says the 
robust Irishman, that there is any inconsistency between the teaching 
of the Church and that of “the purest and brightest” republic in the 
world. He is so sure that he says—and how the cheers must have rolled: 

To priest, to bishop, or to Pope who should attempt to rule in matters 
civil and political, to influence the city beyond the range of their own orbit of 
jurisdiction, that of the things of God, the answer is quickly made: Back to 
your own sphere of rights and duties—back to the things of God. 

Grand language! We are always ready to acknowledge the honest ig¬ 
norance of a bishop, who is so busy fluttering from one wealthy Cath¬ 
olic to another, but is it possible that Dr. Ryan, the first expert on such ' 
matters of the American Church, did not know that priest-politicians 
were interfering right and left in Europe in secular matters? That 
Mgr. Seipel was Chancellor (President) of Austria and preparing the 
way for the destruction of democracy, that Fr. Hlinka and Fr. Tiszo were 
political oracles in Czecho-Slovakia, that Fr. Sturzo ran a political move-' 
ment in Italy, that the hierarchy controlled a political organization 
in Germany and made all sorts of political deals with the government 
in France? 


But the most amusing point is that Bishop Ireland thought that he 
proves his claim by appealing to the undying message of the encyclical 
of Leo XIII Immortale Dei; and this, as I showed in the first chapter, 
was a piece of formal dictation to the French government on political 
matters and a condemnation of vital American principles such as the 
separation of Church and state and complete religious liberty. Bishop 
Ireland glances at the power of the Church in the Middle Ages and says 
that it is “a wild lucubration of disordered brains that the Catholics 
want to restore it.” If America ever became Catholic would they want 
to change the Constitution? He says: “I answer with an emphatic No.” 
More thunderous cheers. But Ryan knew quite well when he repro¬ 
duced this speech in his book that in an earlier chapter he had “proved” 
that it was precisely in the Middle Ages that American ideals were 
born and the world was returning to them. And if Bishop Ireland had 
really read this glorious encyclical of Led XIII he must have known 
that the Pope represented the medieval union of Church and state as 
the ideal, and scorned “the rage for innovation” and “the unbridled 
license” to which, the Reformation led, and denounced the sound prin¬ 
ciples of the French Revolution which were derived from the American 
Constitution or from their common source in the Great French and 
English Deists. 

We will return in the next chapter to this question what America 
would do if it became Catholic but I may notice here a more authorita¬ 
tive statement of the American Catholic plea. Ryan in his commen¬ 
tary cm the encyclical refers the reader to the article “Toleration” by 
Fr. Pohle in the Catholic Encyclopedia. In the course of this article he 
says: 

The intimate connection of both powers daring the Middle Ages was only 
a passing and temporary phenomenon, arising neither from the essential 
nature of the state nor from that of the Church. 


After what we have seen about the words of Leo XIII and the emphatic 
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teaching of Canon Law this, in the mouth of a professional theologian 
and canonist, must be described as a deliberate untruth and deception ol 
the American public, which is urged to seek the genuine Catholic posi¬ 
tion in the Encyclopedia. 

Worse still are the presentations of Catholic doctrine on this point irf 
the Calvert Handbook of Catholic Facts. The Calvert ^Associates, the 
organization which spread this book over America by the hundred 
thousand, boasts, at the beginning of the book, that it is sponsored by 
the President of Columbia University (N. M. Butler), the President of 
the College of the City of New York, the President of the Carnegie In¬ 
stitute of Technology, the Dean of Johns Hopkins University, and a 
number of professors of Harvard, Yale, Columbia, Princeton, etc. And 
I say coldly that this publication is the most unscrupulous and best 
calculated to deceive, the American public of all the Catholic American 
literature I have seen. 

It puts the question, “Does Catholic doctrine hold that the Church is 
superior to the State?” and answers “No”; whereas it is a basic doctrine 
of Canon Law—we saw—that the Church is immeasurably superior to the 
state. It says (p. 25) that “there is a peculiar concordance between the 
spirit and letter of the Declaration of Independence and the teachings 
of the Catholic Church” because “in all times and places the Church 
has fought against that supremacy of the state which expresses itself in 
, the absolutism of the divine right of kings!” It asks, “Is the Catholic 
Church intolerant of other religions?” and answers “No”; yet its doc¬ 
trine is so plain that Ryan expressly admits (we shall see) that it is 
“intolerant” and tries, to justify this. It asks, “Is Catholic Teaching 
opposed to the separation of Church and State?” and answers “No”; 
and with the acme of impudence it goes on to say that on this point 
“Catholic teaching, when properly read, is so clear, so unambiguous, 
and so continuously in the same sense that it is difficult to see how 
fair-minded men can misinterpret it.” For that amazing statement it 
quotes only the passage from Fr. Pohle which I have quoted and cor¬ 
rectly described above. It is here remarkably silent about the encyclical 
of Leo XIII, which it quotes on every other page, and we may conclude 
that the author was quite conscious that the main point of the encycli¬ 
cal was to denounce as a “crime” the separation of Church and state. y 
Perhaps it has escaped my notice that Dr. Nicholas Murray Butler and 
so many other distinguished non-Catholic Americans withdrew their 
support of this gross attempt to dupe the American public by the use 
of their names. 

The version of the relations of Church and State which American 
apologists have invented—a version flatly opposed to the consistent 
teaching of Canon Law and the Papal encyclicals—is apart from the 
disavowal of intolerance (for reasons, we shall see presently), diffused 
through their whole apologetic literature. Even the fact that the 
Catholic world has, under the Pope’s lead, been turning Fascist year by 
year has not changed their tactics. Did not the great Leo always say 
that the people could choose their form of government? The American 
people would of course never choose that form, even if they all be¬ 
came Catholics. The false version of Catholicism continued, with the 
full knowledge and silent consent of Rome, to be put before the Amer¬ 
ican public. Quite recently an American correspondent sends me a 
batch of verbatim reports of Catholic radio-talks, especially by Mgr. 
F. Sheen. It is all there: all the beautiful harmony of Catholic and 
American ideas on the separation of Church and State, the freedom of 
conscience, of worship, and of discussion, and so on, while, year by 
year, the Vatican enforces its Canon Law with exactly the opposite 
provisions in Italy, Spain, Portugal, Belgium, France, Slovakia, and 
South America. 

Is it possible to sustain such a deception in one of the best-educated 
democracies in the world? Bless you, anything is possible to Catholics. 
Here is a copy of Mgr. Sheen’s broadcast of February 8, 1942. It begins: 




There Is no doubt that the Church is returning from exile, and that the 
great mass of pagan people recognize that the Holy See is the only spiritual 
hope of the world. 

They can say things like that, not in chapel but to the whole of Ameri¬ 
ca, at a time when serious people everywhere are branding the Vatican 
as an ally and auxiliary of the enemies of the human race! But it ap¬ 
pears that there are “a few uninformed or thoughtless people” who 
hold .out against Rome because the Holy Father has not condemned 
Hitler and Mussolini. “As if there were only two bad dictators,” says 
the priest. We agree there are plenty more—all Catholics. Anyhow, 
says the Catholic oracle, the difficulty about Hitler and Mussolini can be 
blown away like a child; fear of the dark. It is so simple. “How can 
the Church excommunicate those who do not communicate?” They are 
“obviously” not members of the Church. Choose which alternative you 
like: either this prelate does not know the elementary principle of Canon 
Law that every baptized person (as Hitler and Mussolini are) is a sub¬ 
ject of the Church or. . . . But who has asked for excommunication, or 
water on a duck’s back? Did the Pope not find alternative weapons 
when they wanted to turn the world against Russia? Or is the only al¬ 
ternative to excommunication to enter into a cordial alliance with thugs? 
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Chapter V 


THE CATHOLIC IDEA OF FREEDOM 

t 

We have had to wade in this book through such streams of Catholic 
sophistry that we had better clarify our conclusions. Is Catholicism 
consistent with democracy? You must distinguish in regard to both 
terms. Canon Law or Public Church Law does not condemn democracy. 

It never mentions it. Theology does not mention It. I still have the 
four fat quarto volumes from which I was taught theology, and the 
word is not found in the exhaustive index of them. So there is no 
formal teaching of the Church on the point. The encyclical of Pope 
Leo XIII (or any other Pope) is not “teaching of the Church” and is in 
any case only a message to the French, who took not the slightest no¬ 
tice of it, that they might have a democracy (meaning a republic—a 
word of which the Pope fights shy) provided it kept the Roman Church 
as the sole religion of the country. It is an opportunist document. But 
from the time when, at the end of the Dark Age, the idea of democracy 
was reborn in Europe, to this beginning in our time of a new Dark Age, 
when half the world reviles liberalism and democracy, Rome has been 
on the side of the opposition. The Vatican has seized the first opportun¬ 
ity, the spread of Fascism, to withdraw, in effect, all its opportunist 
concessions of the last half-century to democratic rule. 

Just as carefully we must distinguish between democracy and re¬ 
public. Great Britain is entitled to be called a democracy, for it is 
really ruled by representatives of the people. I suppose Argentina, 
Eire, and even Quebec claim to be democracies; If we want to put a 
straight question to the Church of Rome it must be whether its law 
is inconsistent with the concrete democracy of the United States and 
its institutions. We may smile at quibbles about whether the power 
of the President comes ultimately from God, through the people. Church 
folk and churchless alike mean something different, when they talk 
of “government by the people,” from the obscurantist talk of theologians. 
The people do not transmit-power from a mystic source. They make it 
and entrust it for a few years to a fellowman, if he behaves himself. 

But that is a minor point. In this controversy everybody means by 
democracy certain definite provisions of the American Constitution: \ 
the separation of Church and State, the freedom and equality of all 
religions and of folk who have no religion, the independence of the 
Churches of national education, and the restriction of the freedom of 
the individual in speech, publication, or discussion only by secular 
police in a purely secular interest. 

On the first point Catholic teaching is radically opposed to Ameri¬ 
can institutions: so plainly opposed that priests and apologists and 
well-known lay Catholics have said that if ever America became “Cath¬ 
olic” and Rome wanted to enforce the establishment of the Church they 
would resist. That is the only question that matters. Canon Law 
does not legislate one way for Catholic countries and another way for 
non-Catholic. It is in these respects the law of Catholic states. All talk 
about Rome allowing or permitting or endorsing the actual separation 
of Church and State in America today is silly. It would be an empty 
gesture. And it would be almost as silly to expect the Vatican or the 
Pope to declare what would be done in regard to the separation of 
Church and State if America “became Catholic.” You might as well 
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expect a burglar to send you a polite notice that he was going to visit 
you. Sensible people would not take any notice in any case. 

But it is quite possible to come to a definite conclusion. What is a 
Catholic country? One in which all the citizens are Catholics, says one 
canonist: one in which nearly all, or the great majority are, says an¬ 
other. But on the point which we are considering a Catholic country 
is one in which Catholics are in so large a majority that they hold po¬ 
litical power; and from what we have seen of the Canon Law and the 
encyclicals it is quite clearly Catholic doctrine that in such a state the 
Roman Church must be established. Even the canonist Fr. Pohle writ¬ 
ing in the Catholic Encyclopedia , as I quoted, and softening much of 
' the harsher teaching, says that “a state without God would be an im-, 
moral monster.” So, we saw, said Leo XIII. In other words, it is the 
very plain law of the Church that Catholics must make their Church 
the State Church whenever they are in a position to do so. To say, as 
Ryan does, that the appointment of Chaplains of all sects, and the 
indiscriminate patronage, or even endowment, of all the Churches of all 
denominations would satisfy the canonical requirement is not honest. 
The law and the Papal interpretation of it are plain enough even in 
Leo XIII's encyclical but are put beyond question in the public letter 
of Pius XI to Gasparri and the terms imposed upon Mussolini. Italy 
then had at least a third of its people non-Catholic but the Catholics, 
through Mussolini, had political power. That is the crucial, point. 

It is further entirely clear in Church law, in Papal pronouncements, 
and in toiodern practice that when Rome demands that its Church be 
established as the one religion of the state it requires the suppression 
of all other cults and most emphatically of all criticism of itself in 
speech or print. Roman practice is to secure that practically all dip¬ 
lomatic persons and foreign correspondents sent from America or 
Britain today to Catholic countries are Catholics, and they never tell 
what it is not in the interest of the Church to tell. But the truth leaks 
out at times. In Spain and Portugal, for instance, the “toleration”— 
we saw how the Pope scorned the word—which is theoretically extended 
to Protestant sects, in order to give some color to the claims of American 
and British apologists, is in practice denied wherever it is safe to do so. 
And note carefully that even in its opportunism the Church never even 
contemplates toleration for folk who say that honesty compels them to 
stay outside all Churches. It does not recognize honesty in such cases. 

In The State and the Church Ryan says that “th,e approved Catholic 
doctrine” is that non-Catholics are to be allowed to worship in their own 
way “within the family or in such an unconspicuous manner as to be 
neither an occasion of scandal nor of perversion to the faithful.” Gen¬ 
erous, isn’t ft? Remember that by non-Catholics he means non-baptized 
persons, sp that the extent of his concession is that if ever America 
becomes Catholic a few stubborn minorities like the Unitarians will be 
allowed to have family-prayers if they do not tell anybody or to meet 
for worship in secrecy and obscurity. As a matter of fact even this is not 
“approved Catholic doctrine.” Dr. Ryan merely supports his statement 
by pointing out that in Rome itself all through the Middle Ages the 
Jews were permitted to worship. He does not mention that it was in 
the heart of a walled ghetto and that every week a large number of 
them were dragged out and forced to attend a Catholic service. And 
this miserable pretence of Catholic toleration Ryan defends, in free 
America, on the ground that any larger concession to non-Catholic 
cults would be “harmful to the citizens and contrary to public wel- 
f cirs ** 

But he presently feels that it is rather heavy work trying to per¬ 
suade Americans that this sort pf thing is in perfect harmony with 
American ideas and institutions and he swings round and attacks them. 
Their idea of liberty and toleration is, he says, pernicious and not in 
accord with pure (Catholic) logic. The Church is intolerant, he says 
defiantly. She would be unfaithful to her “divine commission” if she 
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were not. In fact, her position is perfectly “reasonable.” In proof he 
gives us this gem of Catholic reasoning: 

Error has not the same rights as truth. Since the profession and practice 
of error are contrary to human welfare, how can error have rights? 

You may find it hard to remember that Ryan is the leading authority 
on these matters in the American Church. This brilliant discovery of 
his caught on in his Church and is part of Catholic literature. On 
January 25 of this year Mgr. Sheen broadcast on this subject. He said: 

It is the burden of this broadcast that broadmindedness is often nothing 
less than fatheadedness, and an open mind is in reality only a vacancy. 
Lets do away with tolerance of error and substitute charity of purpose [like 
Torquemada]: let’s be intolerant about certain basic and divine truths. 

How very American! A Church which has the smallest proportion of 
men and women of intellectual distinction and the largest proportion of 
illiterates and criminals is to judge what is or is not error and, since 
error is always harmful. . . . And politicians go round denouncing 
Socialism, birth control, pants for girls, etc., as “un-American” and 
declare the Roman Church a pillar of the state! 

So clear is the Roman law on this point that you will find the same 
admission of “intolerance,” nicely wrapped up in pink and silver paper, 
in the lengthy article on “Toleration” in the Catholic Encyclopedia. To 
emphasize how very American the doctrine is the editors have had the 
article written by a German, Prof. Fr. Pohle of Breslau University. He 
corrects by severe Catholic logic all this loose modern chatter about 
freedom. There are three kinds of toleration. There is “theoretical 
dogmatic toleration,” the recognition in principle of the right of an 
“error” to live and propagandize. Since by “error” he means all non- 
Catholic sects he attacks exactly what A1 Smith claimed and, correctly 
says, on the same lines as Ryan, that the Catholic Church repudiates it. 

Then there is “practical civic tolerance,” which is to love the erring 
person and condemn his error. It appears that “one of the most beau¬ 
tiful outgrowths of this charity is shown in the correct Christian 
[Catholic] attitude toward the heterodox” and it is “one of the most 
beautiful and delicate of virtues.” But, you protest, ever since the 
2nd Century, when they savagely fought the gnostics, Catholics have 
attacked and persecuted all who opposed them. “The custom of burn¬ 
ing heretics,” Fr. Pohle blandly says, “is really not a question of justice 
but of civilization.” You must remember that “outside the Church there 
is no salvation” and “the Church is the sole means of salvation.” While 
the Calvert Handbook denies that the Church ever taught this—it is 
addressed to non-Catholics—the Catholic Encyclopedia formally en¬ 
dorses these outrageous maxims. But, says the gentle Pohle, this does 
not mean that the Catholic says that all others are damned. He leaves 
that to God. 

Thirdly, there is “public political tolerance.” The formula here is 
pretty. The State by its constitution must be more liberal than the 
Church can be by its constitution” or “the modern state can and must 
maintain towards the various religions and denominations a more 
broadminded attitude than the unyielding character of her doctrine 
and constitution permit the Church to adopt.” In other words, where 
Catholics do not control the State and therefore cannot enforce the law 
of the Church there must be toleration. I need not add that he says the 
same about the separation of Church and State. Leo XIII was quite 
right when in 1902 he praised (rather, damned with faint praise) the 
American model, but he was equally right when in his encyclical he 
said that it was “not the ideal.” In short, says the professor, “a state 
without God is an immoral monster.” 

Cardinal Gibbons in his Faith of Our Fathers, which had run to 36 
editions by 1890 and heaven knows how many today, asks (p. 269) if the 
American Church would apply this law if (or when, as he meant) the 
country became Catholic. He takes the answer from an obscure Dutch 
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Jesuit of two centuries ago, that it is the teaching of all Catholic theolo¬ 
gians that when the Church has made a compact, as in its agreement to 
separation today, it means to observe that compact for all time. We 
prefer the full-blooded dishonesty of the prelates who say that they 
would cut the Church away from the Vatican if it tried to enforce the 
law. They are perfectly aware that in that case their Church would 
be neither Roman nor Catholic (universal), would be regarded with 
horror by all Catholics (even in Canada), and would find half its 
doctrinal teaching discredited. Tennessee might as well talk about 
seceding from the Union because so many States permit the teaching 
of evolution. 

Then, you ask, what is the Catholic definition of liberty? The ex¬ 
haustive Encyclopedia leaves us flat. There is no article on Freedom or 
Liberty. The best I can do for you is to refer you to Dr. Ryan’s colleague 
in The State and the Church, the Jesuit Millar. He pours scorn and 
ridicule on the average American’s idea of liberty. He says that neither 
the ancient (Greek and Roman) nor the medieval mind “could have 
made anything out of the modern moon-grasping notions that origi¬ 
nated in the Reformation.” Real liberty, as known to the Greek and 
Roman, he says, “consisted in the security of rights definitely known 
and recognized.” The medieval idea was the clearest and soundest. So 
, now you know what the real teaching of the Church is in regard to de¬ 
mocracy, Church and State, and freedom. You can please yourself 
whether you consider that its American apologists are honest and 
truthful. 
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